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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since 
this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous 
Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on January 25, 2010 ("RCE"), has been entered. Claims 1-5, 7-12 
and 14-16 are currently pending and an Office action on the merits follows. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences 
between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such 
that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner 
in which the invention was made. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 
patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the 
subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any 
inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
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invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 
U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 1-5, 7-12 and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Applicant's admission of prior art ("AAPA") in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,936,608 to Springer ("Springer"), U.S. Patent No. 6,778,160 to Kubota 
et al. ("Kubota"), U.S. Patent No. 6,697,250 to Kuo ("Kuo") and U.S. Patent No. 
6,222,512 to Tajima et al. ("Tajima"). 

As to claims 1, 7 and 9, AAPA discloses a liquid crystal display (AAPA, FIGS. 
1-2), comprising: 

a liquid crystal display panel (AAPA, 6; FIGS. 1-2) having a liquid crystal cell 
(AAPA, Clc; FIG. 1) at each intersection area of gate lines (AAPA, GLm; FIG. 1) and 
data lines (AAPA, DLn; FIG. 1); 

an interface part (AAPA, 2; FIG. 1) for receiving the data provided by a 
computer (AAPA, 12; FIG. 1) and outputting a first data for applying the first data 
to the display; 

a timing controller (AAPA, 4; FIG. 1) realigning the data; 

a data driver (AAPA, 8; FIG. 1) applying the data to the display area; and 

a gate driver (AAPA, 10; FIG. 1) supplying a scan pulse (AAPA, H 3-10). 

AAPA does not disclose expressly wherein: (1) the display is driven by a 
frame divided into first and second fields; (2) the display includes a display area 
having a specific area and a non-specific area; (3) a video processor outputting a 
second data for displaying in the specific area and a third data for displaying in the 
non-specific area during the second field, the second data being generated from 
converting the first data to have different brightness level from the first data; (4) a 
memory temporarily storing the second and third data; (5) a position designator 
designating the specific area of the liquid crystal display panel where the second 
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data is implemented; (6) a data driver applying the second data to the specific area 
and the third data to the non-specific area during the second field; (7) the second 
data is data having different brightness from the first data and having different 
brightness from the third data; (8) the third data is black data; and (9) wherein the 
liquid crystal display panel displays a video signal of the first data in the first field, 
and then display the second data at the specific area and the third data at the 
remaining area in the second field, as claimed. 

Springer discloses a computer (Springer, 100; FIG. 2) for providing data and 
position data for a specific area of a display panel (Springer, 80; FIG. 2) (e.g. . 
wherein position data is inherently suggested in the addressing of images to be 
displayed); a video processor (Springer, 150; FIG. 2) for generating processed data 
for the specific area from the position data and the data such that the brightness 
level of the processed data for the specific area is different/higher than the 
brightness level of the data; a memory (Springer, 155; FIG. 2) temporarily storing 
the processed data; and a position designator (Springer, 145; FIG. 2) designating 
the specific area of the liquid crystal display panel where the processed data is 
implemented (Springer, col. 4, 1. 29 - col. 5, 1. 42; see also col. 6, 11. 15-34). 

In order to establish obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103, it must appear that 
state of relevant prior art was such that claimed invention would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art. In judging the "ordinary level of skill" in the art, it 
is the level of skill of those who normally attack the problems of the art that counts, 
and those who do most of the problem solving in the art involved are graduate 
engineers; as such they are chargeable with certain general knowledge concerning 
the principles of engineering, outside the narrow field involved, and with the skills, 
ingenuity and competence of the average professional engineer. Mueller Brass Co. v. 
Reading Industries, Inc., 176 U.S.P.Q. 361,369 (E.D.Pa., 1972). 
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At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings of AAPA such that the computer 
comprised the video processor, memory and position designator of Springer for 
generating processed data for a specific area from position data and image data 
such that the brightness level of the processed data for the specific area is different 
than the brightness level of the data, as taught/suggested by Springer, wherein the 
data is applied to the display panel through the timing controller and data drivers, 
as taught/suggested by AAPA. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have 
been because increasing the brightness of selective visual objects on a display with 
respect to other visual objects will highlight which control or application area the 
computer system user is currently focused on, and therefore enhance both 
information management and user interaction (Springer, col. 2, 11. 44-61). 

It should be noted that although Springer does not disclose expressly wherein 
the data of the non-specific area is comprised of black data, examiner respectfully 
takes Official Notice that it is old and well-known to use black data in graphics of a 
computer display for displaying an image using grayscale. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the embodiment of AAPA and Springer such that the non-specific area 
comprised black data. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to 
construct a graphical image using a grayscale. 

While the cited portion of Springer above is applicable to an electron beam 
flat panel display monitor (Springer, col. 5, 11. 49-52), Springer does not disclose 
expressly wherein it is applicable to a liquid crystal display as claimed. However, it 
would have been within the purview of one of ordinary skill in the art that the 
selective brightness control method above is not limited to the display technology 
disclosed in Springer, but may be applied to liquid crystal displays as well. For 
example, Kubota discloses a method of selectively varying the brightness of 
arbitrary and different pixels in a liquid crystal display by changing a grayscale 
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value associated with each pixel (Kubota, Fig. 7; see also col. 10, 1. 58). Thus, at the 
time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to further modify the teachings of AAPA and Springer such that the 
brightness adjustment of various pixels in a liquid crystal display was achieved 
through grayscale data modification, as taught/suggested by Kubota. The 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to adjust the brightness of 
select pixels in a display when separate light sources are not provided for each 
pixel. 

While the cited portion of Springer above discloses the claimed components 
(e.g., video processor 150, memory 155, position designator 145) in a computer 
(Springer, 100), Springer does not disclose expressly wherein these claimed 
components are comprised in a liquid crystal display as claimed. Kuo discloses a 
liquid crystal display computer wherein a computer and liquid crystal display are 
integrated together, and the computer therefore being comprised in the liquid 
crystal display (Kuo, Fig. 1; see also col. 3, 11. 17-25). Thus, at the time the invention 
was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
further modify the teachings of AAPA, Springer and Kubota such that the liquid 
crystal display and computer were integrated together such that the computer was 
provided within the liquid crystal display, as taught/suggested by Kuo. As such, 
each and every device claimed above is provided within the liquid crystal display. 
The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to realize a more compact 
personal computing system with a display, as one of ordinary skill in the art would 
appreciate. 

Springer further discloses wherein the memory (Springer, 155) stores data 
and processed data to display an image on the display panel (Springer, col. 4, 1. 29 - 
col. 5, 1. 42; see also col. 6, 11. 15-34). However, neither AAPA, Springer, Kubota nor 
Kuo disclose expressly wherein a frame of image data stored in the memory 
includes at least two fields; wherein each of the two fields correspond to a different 
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brightness level; or wherein at least one of the two fields stores black data, except 
for a specific area having a different brightness level. 

Tajima discloses a liquid crystal display device comprising a memory (Tajima, 
71), wherein a frame of image data stored in the memory includes at least two 
fields; wherein each of the two fields correspond to a different brightness level, the 
data in one field being generated from converting data from a preceding field to 
have different brightness level from the preceding field (Tajima, col. 12, 11. 19-46). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to further modify the teachings of AAPA, Springer, 
Kubota and Kubota such that the frame memory stored first and second fields 
corresponding to a single frame of image data, as taught/suggested by Tajima. The 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to achieve a display device that 
prevents prominent image defects, such as flicker, and affords a high-quality image 
display (Tajima, Abstract). 

Thus, examiner respectfully submits that the prior art of record taken 
collectively would have taught to one having ordinary skill in the art each of the 
claimed limitations. For example, the claimed "first data" is any one of data in a 
first sub-field of a frame (as taught by Tajima), the claimed "second data" is any one 
of data for a specific area (as taught by Springer) in the second sub-field of a frame 
(as taught by Tajima), the claimed "third data" is any one of data (including black 
data) for a non-specific area (as taught by Springer) in the second sub-field of a 
frame (as taught by Tajima), the "second data" has a different brightness level than 
that of the "third data" (as taught by Springer), and the "second data" (i.e., second 
sub-field) has a different brightness level than that of the "first data" (i.e., first sub- 
field), the "second data" being generated from converting the "first data" to have 
different brightness level from the "first data" (as taught by Tajima). 
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Furthermore, examiner respectfully submits that the prior art cited taken 
collectively suggests wherein the liquid crystal display panel displays a video signal 
of the first data in the first field (e.g., any one of data in a first sub-field of a frame, 
as taught by Tajima), and then display the second data at the specific area (e.g., any 
one of data for a specific area, as taught by Springer, in the second sub-field of a 
frame, as taught by Tajima) and the third data at the remaining area in the second 
field (e.g., any one of data including black data for a non-specific area, as taught by 
Springer, in the second sub-field of a frame, as taught by Tajima), as claimed. 

As to claim 2, Springer further discloses wherein the position designator 
(Springer, 145) designates the specific area in accordance with a program in a 
computer system (Springer, col. 4, 1. 29 - col. 5, 1. 42; see also col. 6, 11. 15-34). 

As to claims 3 and 8, Springer further teaches/suggests wherein the memory 
(Springer, 155) temporarily stores position data for the specific area. This teaching 
is inherently suggested in the disclosure of Springer given that the modified display 
data corresponding to visual objects at an increased brightness are stored in the 
memory (Springer, col. 4, 1. 29 - col. 5, 1. 42; see also col. 6, 11. 15-34). 

As to Claim 4, neither AAPA, Springer, Kubota, Kuo nor Tajima discloses 
expressly wherein the video processor is comprised of a multiplexor. However, the 
examiner takes Official Notice that the use of multiplexing circuitry in video 
processors is old and well known in the art. Therefore, at the time the invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to further 
modify the teachings of AAPA, Springer, Kubota, Kuo and Tajima such that the 
video processor comprised of a multiplexor. The suggestion/motivation for doing so 
would have been because incorporating a multiplexor into a video processor would 
significantly reduce the cost production, as a multiplexor enables multiple sources 
of data to be transmitted over a single channel (versus providing a dedicating 
channel for each source of data), as one of ordinary skill in the art would appreciate. 
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As to claim 5, all of the claim limitations have already been discussed and 
met by AAPA, Springer, Kubota, Kuo and Tajima as detailed in the above 
paragraphs with respect to claims 1, 7 and 9. 

As to claims 10 and 14, AAPA as modified by Springer, Kubota, Kuo and 
Tajima teaches/suggests wherein the memory is connected between the video 
processor and a timing controller (AAPA, Fig. 1) (Springer, col. 4, 1. 60 - col. 5, 1. 8). 
For example, as noted in the above discussion with respect to claims 1 and 7, the 
interface part of AAPA comprising the video processor, memory and position 
designator of Springer connects with the timing controller (AAPA, 4) for 
sequentially displaying data on the panel (AAPA, 6). 

As to claims 11, 12, 15 and 16, all of the claim limitations have already been 
discussed and met by AAPA, Springer, Kubota, Kuo and Tajima as detailed in the 
above paragraphs with respect to claims 1, 7 and 9. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed January 25, 2010, have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant argues that the prior art of record fails to teach 
or suggest, "wherein the liquid crystal display panel displays a video signal of the 
first data in the first field, and then display the second data at the specific area and 
the third data at the remaining area in the second field" (RCE, pp. 8-10). 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. For example, examiner respectfully 
submits that the prior art of record is modified in the same manner and for the 
same reasons set forth in the discussion of claims 1, 7 and 9 above. Furthermore, 
examiner respectfully submits that the prior art of record taken collectively would 
have taught to one having ordinary skill in the art each of the claimed limitations. 
For example, the claimed "first data" is any one of data in a first sub-field of a frame 
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(as taught by Tajima), the claimed "second data" is any one of data for a specific 
area (as taught by Springer) in the second sub-field of a frame (as taught by 
Tajima), the claimed "third data" is any one of data (including black data) for a non- 
specific area (as taught by Springer) in the second sub-field of a frame (as taught by 
Tajima), the "second data" has a different brightness level than that of the "third 
data" (as taught by Springer), and the "second data" (i.e., second sub-field) has a 
different brightness level than that of the "first data" (i.e., first sub-field), the 
"second data" being generated from converting the "first data" to have different 
brightness level from the "first data" (as taught by Tajima). 

Moreover, as to the newly added limitation argued by applicant above, 
examiner respectfully submits that the prior art cited taken collectively suggests 
wherein the liquid crystal display panel displays a video signal of the first data in 
the first field (e.g., any one of data in a first sub-field of a frame, as taught by 
Tajima), and then display the second data at the specific area (e.g., any one of data 
for a specific area, as taught by Springer, in the second sub-field of a frame, as 
taught by Tajima) and the third data at the remaining area in the second field (e.g., 
any one of data including black data for a non-specific area, as taught by Springer, 
in the second sub-field of a frame, as taught by Tajima), as claimed. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Alexander S. Beck whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7765. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8AM- 5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Sumati Lefkowitz can be reached on (571) 272-3638. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571- 
272-1000. 



/Alexander S. Beck/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



Dated: February 3, 2010 



